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Abstract: Design principles and practices have contributed substantially to the
discipline of public management, particularly over the last decade. Service design,
design for policy, and design for social innovation demonstrate the increasing degree
of convergence between design and public management. This paper considers the
concept of ‘creating public value’, at a strategic level beyond specific policies and
services, from a co-design perspective. The paper explores opportunities for co-design
principles and methods to contribute to the creation of public value - via policy design
and enactment - through the examination of public value and co-design literature.
Implications for co-designers and policymakers are considered in shaping processes of
what the paper describes as collective ‘co-valuing’ between actors in the public sphere.
The paper recognises the contribution designers can make outside the predetermined
parameters of specific services and policies, and proposes a model within which this
activity can take place. Further research is recommended in an empirical environment.
Keywords: co-design; policy; public management

1. Introduction
1.1 The public value challenge
Successful public management is founded on the perceived creation of ‘value’ within a given
jurisdiction, through which the public organisation derives its existence. Moore (1995)
describes this perception of value in public services as fundamental to democratic society. In
summary, if citizens perceive that their taxes and/or freedoms are not exchanged for
tangible, valued outcomes – such as quality educational provision, or environmental
protection – they may be motivated to exercise their democratic rights in pursuing an
alternative. The public manager, usually an unelected official acting in an organisational
management role, has a responsibility to develop and enact policies and services in a way
that resonates with the value perceptions of citizens and other public, private and civic
stakeholders.
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A common criticism of public management – or public service – is its perceived detachment
from the views of those it seeks to serve. Recent societal, economic and political changes in
the public service milieu, such as the shift toward the role of the citizen as an “actor” rather
than a “spectator” (Rizzo et al, 2020), prompt an evolution in the skills and approach
required by the public manager. Perhaps the most significant emerging trend for public
managers is presented by the 21st century convergence of priorities (such as the climate
emergency), activities (preventative ‘upstream’ measures such as population health
management), and technologies. This convergence pitches public, private and civic
stakeholders from across what Benington (2009) describes as the “public sphere”, together
in a collaborative space. New levels of collaboration present opportunities to deliver positive
outcomes and support for local individuals in partnership, helping to fulfil what Moore
(1995) and others such as Bason (2017) describe as the ultimate goal of the public manager:
creating “public value” in real, tangible terms, or what Bason (2017) terms the “so what?” of
public service policy and enactment. The public manager requires a new suite of tools and
techniques to embrace this paradigm.

1.2 Co-design and participation
Co-design (sometimes referred to as participatory design) provides a set of principles and
methodologies for achieving a desired outcome or product through the collective
contributions of all those with a stake in the ultimate goal of the co-design activity;
described by Sanders and Stappers (2008) as “collective creativity…applied across the whole
span of a design process”.
Docherty (2017) suggests that “design thinking…seems well placed to facilitate new
solutions to the complex and challenging civic issues that face our communities and society
more widely.” From the public value challenge emerges a breadth of possible design
applications; the willingness of designers to engage with “wicked and unruly problems” via
what Sanders and Stappers (2008) describe as the “fuzzy front end” of the design process, is
being used to positive effect by actors such as the UK Policy Lab (2021) in developing
collaborative public management practices.
Public management has benefited increasingly over the last decade from the integration of
design principles and practices; often resulting in a more transparent, engaging process for
citizen-focused decision-making and service delivery. Mortati et al (2018) helpfully set out
current and potential design practice in government, alongside the challenges of weaving
together resources, evidences, skills and participation in a complex environment, and
signposting a future research direction.
The practices of service design (Office of Government Commerce, 2007), design for policy
(Bason, 2014; Blomkamp, 2018; Howlett, 2019; Deserti et al, 2020), and design for social
innovation (Manzini, 2014) offer a variety of scenarios in which design methods have
enhanced the capability of public servants and community actors to enable positive change
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in a local area or governmental jurisdiction through a collaborative, design-supported
approach.

1.3 Co-Designing public value
This paper argues that further opportunities for designers are presented by considering the
entirety of the public value challenge through the lens of co-design. A long-standing
consensus on the importance of trust and accountability in creating democratic legitimacy as
a contributor to public value, as set out by Stoker (2006), Crosby et al (2016) and Brown
(2021), demonstrates a strong resonance with the inclusive and participatory foundations of
co-design. Utilising a methodology originating from the creative arts also offers
opportunities for innovation and creativity not traditionally associated with policymaking.
It is suggested that co-design practices can be effectively deployed not only in the
development of services, policies and mechanisms for governance and innovation; but also
in the shaping of collective ‘values’ between stakeholders in the public sphere, or what could
be described as ‘co-valuing’. This co-valuing activity would take place within a relational codesign process. The emerging shared values would provide the platform for the subsequent
co-design of what Moore (1995) describes as the “authorizing environment” (which this
paper extends to describe as ‘co-authorizing’), and ultimately the co-creation of public value.
Established design practices within public management – such as service design, and design
for policy – can be situated within the wider public value context, as shown in Table 1 below.
The outworking of co-design in creating public value is considered as a cycle, with each value
creation activity contributing to further consideration of values and priorities.
Table 1: Summary of the public value co-design cycle.
Consideration

Processes

Products

What outcomes are valued
and desired?

Co-valuing

Shared priorities

How can public value
outcomes be achieved?

Co-authorizing

Strategic plan

What activities and policies
will create value?

Design for policy

Policies

Service design

Services

Design for social
innovation

Projects
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How can policies, services and Co-creation
projects be enacted?
Co-production

Delivery of policies,
services and projects

How has value been created?

Evaluated outcomes

Co-valuing

Revisit shared priorities

In exploring the opportunities presented by the public value challenge for both public
managers and designers, this paper considers the research question:
‘how can the principles and practices of co-design be applied to the creation of public
value?’
The paper offers a conceptual basis for the application of co-design in creating public value
through considering in turn the existing literature of public value and co-design, identifying a
growing body of overlapping thought and practice between design and public policy. This
synergy is developed into a synthesized framework for co-designing public value, in which
the public value concept provides the contextual basis for a variety of co-design-led
practices through which value can be created. Implications for designers and public
managers are considered, with the recommended further exploration of this topic in an
empirical environment within the public sphere to realise the extent of possible convergence
between policy and co-design.

2. Literature review
The research question prompts a review of literature around perspectives on public value;
co-design principles and practices; and the areas of synergy between the two. The literature
review begins with an exposition and critique of the ‘public value’ theoretical framework, in
establishing a basis for considering co-design implications within the public sphere and
ultimately the achievement of tangible, valued public outcomes. The review finds that the
literature of public value itself identifies a need for development towards “communal
identity and purpose” (Benington and Moore, 2011) since the origins of the framework in
the 1990s. An approach newly focused on engagement and participation is recommended,
however the literature stops short of proposing an area of practice through which this can
be achieved.

2.1 Public value and the strategic triangle
The achievement of positive social outcomes within a local area remains largely the
responsibility of public service organisations, albeit within a model that has evolved
significantly over thousands of years of formalised government.
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Moore (1995) in the seminal Creating Public Value, describes this strategic responsibility by
positing three key strategic drivers for public managers, suggesting that strategic decisionmaking for public organisations must be aimed at creating something substantively valuable
(defining public value); be legitimate and politically sustainable (the authorizing
environment); and be operationally and administratively feasible.
These facets are expressed through the “strategic triangle”, recreated in figure 1. The public
manager is placed at the centre of the triangle, with the responsibility of managing the three
dynamics to successfully ‘create public value’. Benington and Moore (2011) later describe
this responsibility as the “restless, value-seeking imagination” of the public manager.

Figure 1. The ‘Strategic Triangle’ (Moore, 1995)

For the public manager seeking to bring their idea of a policy and service through to
implementation and impact, the framework provides a helpful map for navigating and
triangulating the creation of public value. Many such ideas may not lack overall support, but
to reach fruition are in need of a clear definition of value, a broad base of legitimacy and
support, and a viable operational approach.

2.2 Public value in the stakeholder era
The convergence of interests and priorities – such as the strong 21st-century tendency
towards stakeholder-centric, sustainable “responsible leadership” (Pless, 2007) in business –
provides a compelling indication that the creation of public value is no longer confined to
the domain of the public manager through the delivery of public initiatives.
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Benington and Moore’s (2011, p272) collection of essays collating a range of public value
theorisation and applied practice over the years since its origin identifies the need for
“placing individuals and groups as citizens centre stage in the decision-making process” and
for public managers to “think about social outcomes, not just organizational outputs”. The
authors suggest that
“the single most important contribution of public value theory in the future may be its
potential to redirect attention to the critical role that democratic politics and public
management can play in helping to shape a sense of communal identity and purpose”.

Benington (2009) also proposes that “one of the potential roles of government is to harness
the powers and resources of all three sectors behind a common purpose and strategic
priorities, in the pursuit of public value goals”. Subsequent contributions from Page et al
(2015); Crosby et al (2016) and Bryson et al (2016) have embraced this challenge, however it
could be said that a body of best practice on participation in creating public value has not yet
fully emerged.
Page et al (2015, p716), drawing on the work of Bryson et al (2011); Moore (1995); Stoker
(2006); Bozeman (2007) and Meynhardt (2007), also bring the need to deliver tangible
outcomes into sharp focus, suggesting that collaborative public value creation can be
defined as
“the extent to which a cross-sector collaboration achieves its overarching and
subsidiary purposes, meets applicable mandates, and achieves lasting and widespread
benefits at reasonable cost that no single organization could have achieved alone in a
democratically accountable way”.

Governments have sought to mandate this approach in various ways, for example in the UK
through Sustainability and Transformation Partnerships (HFMA, 2017) and Integrated Care
Systems (NHS England, 2021). Rather than advocating for a standardised systemic or
institutional structure, each local area or jurisdiction can apply co-design principles and
methods to bring stakeholders together; firstly in ‘co-valuing’ activity to establish where
positive change can be achieved, and then in the collaborative pursuit of public value
through ‘co-authorizing’ a programme of initiatives and the collective resources to achieve
it, to the co-design and enactment of policies and services.

2.3 Critiquing public value
Attempting to encompass a realm as extensive as the whole of public service within a single
framework is an inherently perilous endeavour. Benington (2009) warns of an inherent risk
of ‘public value’ being used as a “broad portmanteau phrase expressing ideals and
aspirations about public service, but capable of meaning many different things to different
people”. Clear definition is required between public managers, stakeholders, and residents,
to ensure alignment between priorities and strategies based on shared values; the policies
and services that will deliver on those priorities; and the tangible, valued outcomes and
impact that arise from such activities.
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A number of other specific critiques have arisen in response to the public value framework.
Alford and Flynne (2009) helpfully summarise these in three categories. The principles and
methods of co-design bring a new perspective in addressing each of these critiques and
challenges.
Alford and Flynne (2009) warn against use of the model as rhetoric by public servants to
“protect the sectional interests of bureaucrats and their organisations.” The application of
outcome-focused, inclusive co-design methods to the explicit pursuit of public value through
policy design and enactment could bring the rhetoric into tangible reality, and dissolve
‘sectional interests’ in favour of collaborative, generative solutions.
Rhodes and Wanna (2007) suggest the model may promote an overly political role for public
managers, subverting legitimate elected authority. An emergent, updated public value
model for the stakeholder era, based on participative co-design principles along with what
Huybrechts et al (2017) describe as “institutioning”, could break down the barriers between
political, professional and community perspectives in favour of shared objectives and
solutions, whilst respecting and reinforcing the necessary separation of powers.
Faulkner and Kaufman (2016) identify a lack of measurable definition to determine if public
value has been created. Whilst Brown (2021) argues that the need for measurement is a
feature of an obsolete public service paradigm, perhaps a middle ground on this matter
could be achieved by facilitating a participatory process for defining, pursuing and measuring
the creation of public value based on co-design principles.

2.4 Co-design and participatory design
Co-design is defined by Sanders and Stappers (2008) as “collective creativity…applied across
the whole span of a design process”. Sanders (2013) also describes co-design as a “humancentered” approach rooted in the underpinning philosophy of participatory design.
Participatory design is defined by Simonsen and Robertson (2013, p2) as
“A process of investigating, understanding, reflecting upon, establishing, developing,
and supporting mutual learning between multiple participants in collective “reflectionin-action”. The participants typically undertake the two principal roles of users and
designers where the designers strive to learn the realities of the users’ situation while
the users strive to articulate their desired aims and learn appropriate technological
means to obtain them.”

The terms ‘co-design’ and ‘participatory design’ are sometimes used interchangeably.
However, it could be said that there is a distinction between the two in terms of power and
ownership. The roles of “users” and “designers” described by Simonsen and Robertson
above could suggest that users are invited into a process owned by designers. The co-design
discipline perhaps pursues more explicitly what Coupe and Cruickshank (2017) describe as
“collective ownership of outcomes”. It is through this phrase that co-design perhaps speaks
most effectively to the need for public value practice to move into the participatory realm.
The collective ownership concept can be applied at every level of public management; not

7

Jez Bebbington, Leon Cruickshank, Niall Hayes

only in the co-design of services and policies with predetermined parameters, but in the ‘covaluing’ of what matters most to inform the shape of value creation within the public
sphere. A practice of ‘co-authorization’ also emerges, ensuring that those participants
shaping public value in their jurisdiction also create an environment in which activities and
resources can be collectively deployed or commissioned to pursue agreed outcomes.
Sanders and Stappers (2008) also recognise that the co-design approach “threatens…existing
power structures by requiring that control be relinquished and given to potential customers,
consumers or end-users”. Matters of ‘ownership’ and ‘control’ are of particular relevance to
public managers in the context of the shifting relationships between public servants,
politicians and citizens. Creating the perception of a public management-owned or controlled, technocratic policy-driven process could compromise the levels of positive
engagement with stakeholders and citizens, and subsequently the capacity to co-create
public value. This paper will use the term co-design to refer to participatory design activities
based on the principles of collective ownership and control. Nonetheless, many of the
associated principles, tools and techniques are commonly understood across both co-design
and participatory design.

2.5 Co-design in the public sector
This paper builds on the recognition, from a growing number of sources, of the opportunities
for co-design principles and practices to contribute positively to public management.
Junginger (2017) recognises that “a deeper understanding of design is beginning to inform
public organizations and governments looking to change the way they go about their
business”, and that “there is now a call for new forms of design leadership and design
management in the public sector.”
Public sector co-design initiatives to date have tended to align with three categories.
Firstly, the accounts of O’Rafferty et al (2016); Donetto et al (2015); and Larkin et al (2015)
document the increasing prevalence of design and co-design practice in the specific context
of public ‘services’: that is, the regular processes, activities and tasks through which citizens
interact with public organisations. It could be said that service design is the most developed
application of design within the public sector.
Secondly, Bason (2017), Blomkamp (2018), Alvarez et al (2020) and Bali et al (2021) identify
the application of design in policymaking (known as ‘design for policy’) and the development
of governance structures as perhaps the fastest-growing discipline in which design is
becoming integrated into public sector practice. Blomkamp describes policy design as
“public problem solving” as distinct from the design of specific services and activities.
Thirdly, design in social innovation as a whole could be described as well-established over a
number of decades, as articulated by Manzini (2014) in particular. It could be said that the
public sector has somewhat lagged behind the grassroots approach of local communities in
driving social change through innovation; however it is increasingly recognised, for example
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by Docherty (2017) and Rizzo et al (2020), that public organisations could harness the
opportunities of design for innovation at a larger scale.
Brandsen et al (2018) curate a wide-ranging collection of perspectives on “Co-Production
and Co-Creation: Engaging Citizens in Public Services”, drawing on a multitude of case
studies to provide a great deal of insight for the public manager. Whilst co-production and
co-creation are distinct disciplines from co-design, synergy can be found in common
principles of participation and inclusion. Matters of evaluation, process, skills and
capabilities, digital technologies, democracy, and inherent risks are covered in detail by the
authors; ultimately recommending “wider experimentation” in this field, based on clear
principles similar to those described by Blomkamp (2018).
The convergence of public service, design and participation represents a highly fertile
environment for both public managers and designers to explore opportunities to create
value. Designers may seek to support and influence the shaping of the conditions in which
service design, policy design and design for innovation take place; considering the
possibilities for applying design principles to ‘co-valuing’ activity at the very outset of the
public value stream, and subsequent ‘co-authorizing’ of the collective activities and
resources to deliver public value.

2.6 Co-design principles, tools and techniques
The underpinning co-design philosophy of “collective creativity” and “collective ownership
of outcomes” could result in an almost infinite range of possible applications and
approaches, depending on context, participants and resources. However, it is suggested by
authors such as Cruickshank et al (2013) and Blomkamp (2018) that a successful co-design
process – that is, a process that produces satisfactory outcomes for its participants and
intended beneficiaries – should be founded on specific guiding principles, which are then
realised through the deployment of relevant tools and techniques.
Cruickshank et al (2013) propose eight “fundamental guidelines for designers in co-design
projects”, drawing on substantial experience of co-design projects across the public, private
and community sectors in multiple nations:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Agree how the success of the project will be recognised
Move in and beyond your normal design practice
Involve and respect lots of people in the ideas generating parts of the process
Use the expertise of all participants in the process
Let everyone be creative in their own way
Explore and challenge assumptions
Expect to go beyond the average
Bring the process to the best possible conclusion with the best possible design
outcome
These guidelines transpose readily from the project environment to wider strategic ‘covaluing’ activity. The relational, open, ambitious and outcome-focused approach is well-
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suited to bringing multiple stakeholders together in pursuit of common values,
complemented by collective ‘co-authorization’ using the same guidelines to confirm
specific activities and secure the necessary resources to create value.
Blomkamp (2018) suggests five principles which, when introduced to participants in the
design process, enable co-design practices to be “applied in a context-specific way that is
relevant to them and their work”. The five principles are described as “outcomes-focused”;
“inclusive”; “participative”; “respectful”; and “adaptive”.
These generalised guidelines and principles provide a helpful checklist for all those seeking
to enable a productive, valuable and valued co-design process. Public managers may in some
circumstances act as the co-design facilitator themselves (perhaps in smaller projects), or
work alongside design specialists. Ongoing reference to these guidelines and how they can
be applied in the individual context of each project, such as the notional social prescribing
initiative described below, will serve to maximise the project’s success.
The aspiring co-designer can also draw on a wealth of mature tools and techniques through
which to shape their practice. Sanders et al (2010) propose a three-part framework into
which participatory design tools and techniques can be placed:
• Talking, Telling and Explaining including stories, self-observation, experience maps
and prioritising
• Making Tangible Things including collages, mock-ups and prototypes
• Acting, Enacting and Playing including games, scenario-making and role-playing
A wide-ranging and practical set of tools, known as ‘Leapfrog’, has been led by
ImaginationLancaster (2021), undergoing continuous refinement through ongoing co-design
and collaboration activities.
The universality of these tools and techniques is a significant strength; the three-part
framework is equally applicable in different ways across the development of software,
products, policies or services. Sanders et al’s (2010) framework can also be considered by
designers in developing the practice of ‘co-valuing’ in the public sphere. It is readily
imaginable how story-telling, prototyping, scenario-making and role-playing can provide a
congenial environment for the collective shaping and enactment of values, strategy and
policy in a local area.

2.7 Co-design interactions and dynamics
Whilst many of the fundamental tenets of co-design are focused on the presence of
participants in the same location at the same time to enable collective creativity, codesigners also recognise the significance of activities occurring outside set-piece activities
such as workshops and events. Coupe and Cruickshank (2017) reimagine the design cycle to
demonstrate the balance of interactions required with different actors at each stage as
shown in figure 2 below. The authors emphasise the need for diligent setting up and
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facilitating of the co-design process, which while often unnoticed creates “the critical
‘scaffold’ for co-design to take place”.

Figure 2. A model for Design Management applied to Action Research cycles which consistently
weave across three strands (Coupe and Cruickshank, 2017)

Transposing the authors’ assertions into the context of public management, it is proposed
that a platform of co-design practice, sat atop the ‘scaffolding poles’ of Moore’s ‘strategic
triangle’ presents an opportunity for a step change in the collaborative pursuit of public
value.
Hayes et al (2021) draw a helpful distinction between “frontstage” and “backstage”
activities. The authors suggest that frontstage moments such as workshops create an
“interactional” approach, whilst the development of backstage relationships and capabilities
is described as a “transformational” approach. Awareness of the interplay between these
dynamics, and the attentions of designers in understanding and managing the “upstream”
and “downstream” background implications for projects and participants, can lead to a
successful and comprehensive longitudinal approach to productive design. This resonates
with the proposed ‘co-valuing’ approach, recognising the possibilities for co-design to
contribute not only to the frontstage policies and services by which public service is
evaluated, but the backstage development of infrastructure, relationships and capabilities
that determine the environment for policy and service design.
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3. Discussion
3.1 Collective ownership of outcomes: a model
The respective literature of public value and co-design indicate a clear opportunity for codesign principles and practices to positively impact on the creation of public value through
the design and enactment of strategy and policy. The literature of public value increasingly
recognises the need for a participatory, stakeholder-focused perspective to be integrated
into public value theory and practice. A growing body of empirical evidence highlights the
opportunities for design in the public sector across service design, design for policy and
design for social innovation. Authors such as Junginger (2017), Bason (2017) and Blomkamp
(2018) explicitly make the connection with ‘public value’ as a concept, whilst public value
theorists such as Benington and Moore (2011) and Brown (2021) identify the opportunity for
participatory methods to enhance the creation of public value. This link appears to have not
yet been thoroughly explored, but could provide a significant opportunity for designers to
contribute to positive outcomes in the public sphere.
This paper receives and interprets these signals to propose an integrated model for the codesign of public value at a strategic level; that is, for public value to be ‘co-valued’, ‘coauthorized’ and ‘co-produced’ at a level that transcends the predetermined boundaries and
constraints that may apply to the development of a specific service, policy or innovation.
Three implications are suggested for designers and public managers to consider in
maximising the potential benefits of design principles and practices in creating public value.
Firstly, designers and public managers alike may seek opportunities to integrate co-design
principles and practices to the development of strategic priorities across a governmental
area or jurisdiction. The literature of co-design in the public sector suggests that designers
are often commissioned with a specific service, policy or innovation in mind. Whilst the
design process is followed productively in these circumstances from the “fuzzy front end”
(Sanders and Stappers, 2008) onwards, many of the parameters for service or policy design
may have already been determined at the strategic level before the design process begins.
Bringing co-design principles to the ‘co-valuing’ stage could enable fresh perspectives from
actors across the public sphere, informing the overall shape and design of the desired
policies, services and even organisational boundaries themselves.
Secondly, co-design practice could be fruitfully deployed in supporting the design of
strategic partnerships. Considering the elements of the public value ‘strategic triangle’ in
turn, a co-design approach would strongly contribute to the successful fulfilment of current
gaps and opportunities identified within the literature of public value.
Defining public value (co-valuing) could be achieved through an ongoing programme of
institution, stakeholder and community dialogue and solution co-design, supplemented by
meaningful and focused open data, would enable continued formulation and refinement of
public values and priorities.
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The authorizing environment (co-authorizing) could be provided through a multi-stakeholder
coalition, board, or partnership, based on co-design principles and with oversight of and
input into commissioning and steering of collaborative policies and initiatives based on
shared priorities, would provide an authoritative environment for progressive, responsive
action.
Operational feasibility (co-producing) could be delivered by bringing operational partners
and actors together in a focused way to develop and implement public value initiatives
would present opportunities for the sharing of resources, knowledge and expertise that
could deliver better local outcomes.
The common theme across each of these elements is at the heart of both public value and
co-design: that of “collective ownership of outcomes” as described by Coupe and
Cruickshank (2017). The designer’s ongoing emphasis on the ‘so what?’ - the tangible
impacts and outcomes of public service - may steer such partnerships away from the trap of
the ‘talking shop’ and toward a continually evolving understanding and creation of value.
Thirdly, for designers operating within the more bounded environment of the specific
service or policy design, principles of co-valuing, co-authorizing and co-production can be
embedded in the project approach. The designer may consider at a deep level the public
value context within which a project is taking place, recognising its origins and contribution
to the wider strategic picture. A public value-informed approach to the project may prompt
consideration of the following questions beyond the parameters of the project itself:
• Co-Valuing: Who benefits from the project and in what ways?
• Co-Authorizing: What legitimacy (such as legal or data sharing) barriers must be
overcome? What levels of authorisation are required across the different partner
organisations in order to proceed? Why would decision-makers decide to pursue
this project above others?
• Co-Producing: What resources are required and how can they be sourced? Which
organisation will take ownership of implementing the project? How can a team be
formed across project partners?
Building on these implications for designers pursuing a co-design approach in the public
sphere, the ‘strategic triangle’ is reimagined in figure 3 below.
The proposed model creates a dynamic process of ever-greater alignment between value,
authorization and production, with a constant focus on progressing towards the creation of
public value. The process is brought to life by continuous ‘co-valuing’ activity through codesign practice across organisational and sectoral boundaries, bringing shared values into
ever-clearer sight. This enables the authorizing environment and operational feasibility to be
drawn into closer alignment through a shared perspective of value. The widening right-hand
side of the diagram represents the exponential opportunities for creating public value
enabled by the alignment of the three elements of the strategic triangle.
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Figure 3: A model for co-designing public value

3.2 Challenges to co-designing public value
From a theoretical perspective, co-designing public value could lend greater definition,
legitimacy and feasibility to public service strategy and implementation. However, pursuing
this approach in highly complex environments with the widest possible range of
stakeholders presents unavoidable challenges to be navigated and mitigated by the public
service manager or designer.
In the public service environment, Steen et al (2018) identify seven “potential evils” to be
avoided, with Coupe and Cruickshank (2017) also expressing from experience a number of
challenges. The wider literature of co-design, such as Sanders and Stappers (2008), also
identifies difficulties inherent to the generic co-design process.
At a fundamental level, the participatory, hands-on nature of co-design can lead to
significant inconsistency in the application of co-design principles, tools and techniques.
Many of the successful inclusive approaches identified by both public value and co-design
literature could be mistaken for a single meeting at which predetermined outcomes are
agreed by a variety of stakeholders. As shown in the literature, the subtlety of co-design in
eliciting authentic and meaningful contributions from all actors requires persistent diligence
outside the frontstage environment.
Four key challenges particularly prevalent within public service are summarised below.
Firstly, challenging mindsets: O’Rafferty et al (2018) pithily suggest that “the competencies
and mindsets required for co-design are not typically found within public sector
organisations”; Coupe and Cruickshank (2017) elaborate by recognising that factors such as
“deeply ingrained disciplinary positions, a culture of high-pressure low reward and…an
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ongoing agenda of austerity” can be challenging, and that the traditional public service
paradigm is not receptive to a management approach based on uncertain project outcomes.
Secondly, maintaining equity: Opening up public sector processes to wider stakeholders
presents an immediate challenge of ensuring representative voices and perspectives from
across interests, geographies and communities; Benington and Moore (2011) warn of the
risk of “unrepresentative groups taking control of the decision-making process”.
Thirdly, ensuring proper accountability: Designing collaborative decision-making and
operational processes will by nature create a shift outside existing bureaucratic and
democratic oversight mechanisms; at best this could increase legitimacy, however (similarly
to Rhodes and Wanna’s (2007) concerns regarding the role of public managers over
politicians) this comes with a risk of reduced accountability.
Finally, managing expectations: Involving stakeholders in the design of policies, solutions and
decision-making must be accompanied by a clear line of sight towards meaningful, valuable
action in response to the contributions of partners; Benington and Moore (2011) identify the
potential for “consultation fatigue” where participative activities are not seen to spark
positive results. The inconsistency of participants’ expectations compared with a poorquality co-design experience – for example, an invitation to a ‘co-design process’ followed by
a single online meeting with minimal meaningful participation – can further compromise the
development of productive co-design practice across a stakeholder network.
Generating buy-in for a co-design approach can also be challenging, with Sanders and
Stappers (2008) identifying three reasons for institutional reluctance: threats to existing
power structures, perceived limited relevance of academic endeavours, and the “nonobvious step” of investment in what could be seen as research over action in the early
stages.
Burkett (2012) summarises the challenges well but also proposes perhaps the key mitigation:
“merely opening up possibilities for choice and participation is not enough…[participants]
need to have access to the information, skills, capacities and support to participate
effectively”. The public and/or design manager, as suggested by Coupe and Cruickshank
(2017), must invest significantly in creating the conditions for successful co-design
interactions.

4. Conclusion
Ongoing shifts in the relationship between citizens and public organisations, along with the
convergence of prevailing challenges, priorities and technologies, necessitate an evolution of
the role of the public manager in seeking to create public value within their jurisdiction.
The principles and practices of design, and particularly co-design, have in recent years
offered a significant contribution to the public management discipline, particularly with
regard to service design, policy design and design for social innovation. Co-design offers an
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established, participatory methodology for reconciling a multitude of stakeholder
perspectives across the public sphere into acceptable, deliverable public policy.
Moore’s (1995) model of “Creating Public Value”, and in particular the “strategic triangle”,
offer a richly applicable and transferable framework for public managers to navigate the
development and implementation of public value initiatives. However, it is recognised within
the relevant literature that the public value model could be further developed to integrate
the shift toward collaboration and participation in policymaking and enactment.
Co-design principles and methods are well-suited to equip the public manager with a set of
tools and techniques for pursuing public value in a collaborative way. The proposed model
for ‘co-designing public value’ – based on co-valuing, co-authorizing and co-production –
reimagines the strategic triangle toward a dynamic, participatory approach, whilst also
embedding co-design in the strategic process outside the constraints of predetermined
services and policies. In practically approaching co-design activities, the public manager may
act as the design facilitator, or as the commissioner of a design process working alongside
co-designers.
Successful implementation of a model for co-designing public value comes with significant
challenges inherent to the complexity and diversity of perspectives within the public sphere.
Nonetheless, the substantial body of best practice within co-design suggests that a wellplanned and considered application of the model could drive successful collaboration
around shared values to inform high-quality, readily deliverable policy and action.
The opportunities identified through the literature both of public value and co-design
suggest that experimentation of the ‘co-designing public value’ model is merited, perhaps
through an empirical action research programme across a governmental area or jurisdiction.
This research would benefit from being embedded in an overall strategy design approach.
However, outworking the model within a specific project could also test the assertions
within this paper. A complex and wide-ranging empirical space with hard-to-define value
implications, such as ‘social prescribing’ (NHS, 2021) could provide a rich environment for
experimentation with the proposed model.
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